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Art Unit: 3663 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

As to claim 16 the applicant discloses that a faster algorithm is used for 
predicting the instant than for triggering the reaction. The phrase "algorithm that is 
faster" is vague and does not clearly point out the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claim 14, 19-22, 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Winner (US 6,856,906) 
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As to claim 14 Winner discloses a method for controlling a driver-assistance 
device, comprising: 

evaluating measured quantities (Column 3 lines 34-59), to be recorded by sensor 
(Column 3 lines 34-59), for triggering a reaction (Abstract); 

determining measuring instants through repeating cycles for acquiring and 
evaluating the measured quantities (Column 3 lines 34-59), 

controlling the measuring instants in such a way that one of the measuring 
instants follows immediately as possible an instant at which measured 
quantities(Column 3 lines 34-59) giving rise to a triggering probably exist (Abstract), 

As to claim 19 Winner discloses that the reaction is an intervention into a 
guidance of a vehicle (Abstract, Column 4 lines 40-49). 

As to claim 20 discloses of the reaction that includes a warning signal (Abstract, 
Column 4 lines 40-49). 

As to claim 21 Winner discloses a method wherein the reaction includes an 
occupant restraint measure (Column 5 22-34) 

As to claim 22 Winner discloses a system for controlling a driver-assistance 
device, comprising: 

an arrangement for evaluating the measured quantities (Column 3 lines 34-59), 
to be recorded by sensors (Column 3 lines 34-59), for triggering a reaction (Abstract); 

an arrangement for determining measuring instants through repeating cycles for 
acquiring and evaluating the measured quantities(Column 3 lines 34-59); and 
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an arrangement for controlling the measuring instants in such a way that one of 
the measuring instants follows as immediately as possible an instant at which there are 
measured quantities(Column 3 lines 34-59) that give rise to a triggering(Abstract). 

As to claim 24 Winner discloses that the sensor is a radar (Column 3 lines 34- 

39). 

As to claim 25 Winner discloses that the sensor is a video sensor (Column 3 
lines 34-39) 

As to claim 26 Winner discloses that the sensor is a lidar sensor (Column 3 lines 
34-39). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 15, 23, 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Winner (US 6,856,906) in view of Janssen Jonas Lars (US 2003/0055563) 
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As to claim 1 5 Winner does not explicitly disclose of the measuring instants are 
controlled as a function of a prediction of an instant. Janssen Jonas Lars, however, 
teaches of measuring instants being controlled as a function of prediction of instant 
(Paragraph15). It would have been obvious to combine Janssen Jonas Lars prediction 
of an instant with Janssen with the motivation of being able to better detect an object. 

As to claim 23 the claim is interpreted and rejected as in claim 15. 

As to claim 27 Winner discloses a system wherein at least one of the sensors 
includes a radar sensor (Column3 lines 34-39). Winner does not explicitly disclose of 
the measuring instants are controlled as a function of a prediction of an instant. 
Jansson Jonas Lars, however, teaches of measuring instants being controlled as a 
function of prediction of instant (Paragraph^ 5). It would have been obvious to combine 
Jansson Jonas Lars prediction of an instant with Janssen with the motivation of being 
able to better detect an object. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Winner 
(US 6,856,906) 

As the claim 16 Winner does not disclose that a faster algorithm is used for 
predicting the instant than for triggering the reaction. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art to use a faster algorithm to predict the instant with the motivation of 
being able to accurately sense the data of the surrounding environment. 
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Claims 17, 18, 30, 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Winner (US 6,856,906) in view of Massen (US 2003/01 68271 ) 

As to claim 17 Winner discloses of a program for measuring the instants being 
controlled (Column 3 lines 34-53). Winner does not explicitly disclose of altering the run 
length of the program. . Massen however teaches of adjusting the cycle time 
(Paragraph 8). It would have been obvious to alter the cycle time with the motivation of 
providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 

As to claim 18 Winner does not explicitly disclose of altering the run length via a 
number of refresh cycles. Massen however teaches of adjusting the cycle time 
(Paragraph 8). It would have been obvious to alter the cycle time with the motivation of 
providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 

As to claim 30 the claim is interpreted and rejected as in claim 29. 

As to claim 31 Winner discloses a method wherein: 

the sensor signals are preprocessed to be available in an evaluatable form as 
measurement data for later evaluation (Column 3 lines 34-53), 

the measurement data are transferred to a plurality of program for evaluating the 
measurement data(Column 3 lines 34-53), each of the programs requiring a processing 
duration, and the processing durations add up to once cycle time(Column 3 lines 34- 
53), 

following the evaluation, if a triggering criterion is reached, a specific reaction is 
triggered, and the measuring cycle is repeated, and if the triggering reaction is not 
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reached(Column 4 lines 18-51), a prediction of triggering instants is subsequently 
performed (Column 4 lines 18-51), 

Winner does not explicitly disclose of altering the cycle time. Massen however 
teaches of adjusting the cycle time (Paragraph 8). It would have been obvious to alter 
the cycle time with the motivation of providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 

Claims 28, 29, 32, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Winner (US 6,856,906) in view of Janssen Jonas Lars (US 2003/0055563) and in 
further view of Massen (US 2003/01 68271 ) 

As to claim 28 Janssen does not disclose of the measuring instants are 
controlled as a function of a prediction of an instant. Jansson Jonas Lars, however, 
teaches of measuring instants being controlled as a function of prediction of instant 
(Paragraph15). It would have been obvious to combine Jansson Jonas Lars prediction 
of an instant with Janssen with the motivation of being able to better detect an object. 

Winner does not explicitly disclose that a faster algorithm is used for predicting 
the instant than for triggering the reaction. It would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to use a faster algorithm to predict the instant with the motivation of being able to 
accurately sense the data of the surrounding environment. 

Winner does not explicitly disclose of altering the cycle time. Massen however 
teaches of adjusting the cycle time (Paragraph 8). It would have been obvious to alter 
the cycle time with the motivation of providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 
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As to claim 29 Winner discloses that the reaction is an intervention into a 
guidance of a vehicle (Column 4 lines 70-49). 

Winner does not teach of altering the run length via a number of refresh cycles. 
Massen however teaches of altering the run length via a number of refresh cycles 
(Paragraph 8). It would have been obvious to alter the cycle time with the motivation of 
providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 

As to claim 32 Winner discloses a method wherein 

the measuring instants are controlled as a function of a prediction of the instant 
(Column 3 lines 34-53), 

Winner does not explicitly disclose of adjusting a phase position of the measuring 
instant based on an estimation of a most probable scenario. Winner also does not 
explicitly disclose of altering the phase position by lengthening or shortening the cycle 
time. Winner does not explicitly disclose of altering the cycle time. Massen however 
teaches of adjusting the cycle time and the phase position (Paragraph 8). It would have 
been obvious to alter the cycle time and adjust the phase position with the motivation of 
providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 

Winner also does not explicitly disclose that a faster algorithm is used for 
predicting the instant than for triggering the reaction. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art to use a faster algorithm to predict the instant with the motivation of 
being able to accurately sense the data of the surrounding environment. 

As to claim 33 Winner discloses a method wherein at least one of the following is 
satisfied: 
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the reaction is an intervention into guidance of the vehicle (Column 4 lines 40- 
49); the reaction includes a warning signal; and the reaction includes an occupant 
restraint measure (Column 4 lines 40-49), and 

wherein the sensors include at least one of a radar sensor, a video sensor, and a 
lidar sensor (Column 3 lines 34-39). 

Winner does not explicitly disclose of altering the cycle time. Massen however 
teaches of adjusting the cycle time (Paragraph 8). It would have been obvious to alter 
the cycle time with the motivation of providing an enhancing the detection of objects. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 14-33 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to IMRAN MUSTAFA whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1471 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30AM-5:00PM, 
Alt Fri, Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Keith can be reached on 571-272-6878. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

5/26/2009 
/I. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3663 
Imran Mustafa 
/Thomas G. Black/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3661 



